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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

Figures 1-2 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- because only that 
which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance 
with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of 
the application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the 
page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .121(d)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing 
figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified 
and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to 
the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 1 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

"the entanglement circuitry" on line 1 appears to be -the entanglement logic -, 
"the nodes" on line 2 appears to be -the terminals-, and "the logic elements" online 4 
appears to be -the circuit elements-. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections- 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
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only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-7 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Wasson (US PAT No. 6,686,767). 

Regarding claim 1, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a circuit element 
comprising; one or more logically entangled bi-directional terminals (output terminals of 
26 in Fig. 2), wherein each bi-directional terminal can assume any one of three logical 
states (26 is three-state driver), which are: (a) a logical true state (logic one) (b) a 
logical false state (logic zero) and (c) an indefinite state (high impedance) in which state 
the bi-directional terminal accepts one of the logical true and logical false states as an 
external input from an external source (output terminals of 26 are driven by the input 
signals to the 26 according to control signals from control subarray coupled to 401 as 
shown in Fig. 4) and an entanglement logic (30 in Fig. 4 resolves conflicts from the 
three-state select signals by providing an enable signal; col. 2, lines 46-54) for 
resolving the logical state of each of the bi-directional terminals according to a 
predetermined set of logical entanglement rules (decoder 402 sets the rule for 
outputting a signal as shown in Fig. 5, i.e. first rule when ABCE =0000, the least 
significant driver is enabled; second rule when ABCE =1 1 1 1 , the most significant driver 
is enabled) between the bi-directional terminals. 

Regarding claim 2, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a circuit element according 
to claim 1, wherein the entanglement logic is operable to perform said resolving in 
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response to the external input from the external source (30 perform decoding base on 
the control signals from control subarray in Fig. 4). 

Regarding claim 3, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a circuit element according 
to claim 1, wherein the circuit element comprises several sets of logical entanglement 
rules (Fig. 5 shows 16 rules for enabling 16 different output drivers) and a set of 
additional terminals (16 output terminals of output drivers), each additional terminal 
accepting a logical true state or logical false state as an input (output of 26 provides 
signal to its output terminal), wherein the inputs to the set of additional terminals 
collectively determine which of several sets of logical entanglement rules are to be used 
for said resolving (Fig. 5). 

Regarding claim 4, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a circuit element according 
to claim 1 , wherein the inputs to the set of additional terminals collectively determine the 
logical state of one or more of the bi-directional terminals (output of 26 which is an input 
to its output terminal determines the state of its output terminal). 

Regarding claim 5, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a circuit element according 
to claim 1, further comprising one or more circuit components, each of which has a 
high-impedance state, for implementing said indefinite state (tri-state driver 26 provides 
an high impedance state). 
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Regarding claim 6, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a network for logical 
deduction, the network comprising: two or more circuit elements (first two horizontal 
rows), each of which comprises: two or more logically entangled bi-directional terminals 
(output terminals of five drivers, 26 in Fig. 2), wherein each bi-directional terminal can 
assume any one of three logical states, which are: (a) a logical true state (logic one) (b) 
a logical false state (logic zero) and (c) an indefinite state (high impedance state), in 
which state the bi-directional terminal accepts one of the logical true and logical false 
states as an external input from an external source (output terminals of 26 are driven by 
the input signals to the 26 according to control signals from control subarray coupled to 
401 as shown in Fig. 4) and an entanglement logic (30 in Fig. 4 resolves conflicts from 
the three-state select signals by providing an enable signal; col. 2, lines 46-54) for 
resolving the logical state of each of the bi-directional terminals according to a 
predetermined set of logical entanglement rules between the bi-directional terminals; 
wherein the network further comprises a set of additional terminals (output terminals of 
26 on the bottom two rows in Fig. 2), each additional terminal accepting a logical true 
state or logical false state as an input (26 provides logic state) wherein the inputs to the 
set of additional terminals collectively determine which of several sets of logical 
entanglement rules are to be used for said resolving (decoder 402 sets the rule for 
outputting a signal as shown in Fig. 5, i.e. first rule when ABCE =0000, the least 
significant driver is enabled; second rule when ABCE =1 1 1 1 , the most significant driver 
is enabled). 
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Regarding claim 7, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a network according to 
claim 6, further comprising an operational coupling (horizontal bus coupled to output 
terminals of 26s) of each of several bi-directional terminals of one or more logic 
elements to one or more additional terminals of another circuit terminal . 

Regarding claim 9, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a network according to 
claim 6, wherein each of several bi-directional terminals of one or more logic elements 
is operationally coupled to one or more bi-directional terminals of another circuit 
terminal (horizontal bus coupled to output terminals of 26s). 

Regarding claim 10, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches a network according to 
claim 6, further comprising an interface to a data processing system for controlling and 
accessing some or all of the bi- directional terminals (control signals are received from 
either the unstructured array or an external device, e.g. microprocessor; col. 1, lines 55- 
64). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wasson in view of Guccione et al. (US PAT No. 6,922,665). 
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Regarding claims 15-16, Figs. 2 and 4 of Wasson teaches the circuit elements 
according to claims 1 and 6 as discussed above where PSTCC 30 being implemented 
with programmable logic arrays, but does not teach a computer program product 
including program instructions, wherein the program instructions cause a computer to 
simulate the circuit element. However, Guccione et al. teaches computer program for 
simulating a programmable logic device for the purpose of providing run time 
reconfiguration. It would have been obvious at the time of invention to provide a 
computer program for simulating the programmable logic device, PSTCC since it would 
provide the improved programmable logic device because of run time reconfiguration. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 8 and 11-14 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims as well as including all 
corrections to the claim objections stated above. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been motivated to modify the 
teaching of Wasson et al. and/or Guccione et al. to further includes, among other things, 
the specific of the operational coupled being modifiable by external input (claim 8), and 
bias elements for biasing one or more of the terminals of the network toward one of the 
logic states (claim 11). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicants disclosure. 
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Ma et al. (US PAT No. 6,154,050) discloses a programmable logic device having 
an internal tristate bus with arbitration logic. 

Murphy, Jr. et al. (US PAT No. 5,251 ,305) discloses an apparatus for preventing 
bus contention. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Cho whose telephone number is 571-272-1802. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30 AM - 3:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mike Tokar can be reached on 571-272-1812. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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